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INTEREST OF THE UNITED STATES 


This appeal presents an important question 
Bencerming the time limitation for bringing suit 
Mnce>ssection 706(e) of Title VII of the Civil 
Beeges Act of 1964. [42 U.S.C. 2000e -5(e).]) The 
question is whether an alleged victim of employment 
Beserimination who brought suit within 30 days of 
being notified by the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Memttseion of her right to bring suit, but more 
than 180 days from the date of the claimed act of 
S@ccrimination, is barred under section 706(e). 

The Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 
is the federal agency charged with the administra- 
tion of the statutory scheme of which section 
meeCe) is a part, and the Attorney General has 
Bndependent responsibilities with respect to that 
Section. For these reasons the United States has 
a direct and immediate interest in the proper 


interpretation of section 706(e). 


STATEMEN T 


The plaintiff, Mrs. Cunningham, was employed by 
the defendant, Litton Industries, in 1961 as publications 
production technical coordinator (TR 3-4). She was 
subsequently promoted to the position of publications 
Suality control specialist in which job she received 
good recommendations and regular salary increases (TR 4). 
m@aeMay, 1965, and again in April, 1966, there were 
openings in the company in the higher position of 
Duslications quality coordinator (TR 4). Mrs. Cunningham 
mas in direct line for these jobs but was denied the 
promotion solely because of her sex (TR 4). Male em- 
ployees were appointed who were not as qualified as 
mrs. Cunningham (TR 4). 

imieeeril, 1966, Mrs. Cunningham protested tne 
appointment and her grievance resulted in it being 
rescinded temporarily while the male appointee received 


On-the-job training (TR 5). 


im July, 1966, the defendant reappointed the 
enemployee to the position sought by the plaintiff 
but the paper work was not finally completed until 
Betober 1966. 

Ore september 14, 1966, Mrs. Cunningham filed a 
complaint with the Equal Fmployment Opportunity Con- 


Bession, hereinafter referred to as EEOC, claiming she 
ou 


had been denied the promotion because of her sex. 
Om March 30, 1967, EBROC, after investigation, 
found "reasonable cause to believe that the [defendant] 
Pemolated Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 by 
@iscriminating against the [plaintiff] because of her 


Eeby failing to promote her to "publications quality 
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m/ ine record does not disclose the date on which the 
male appointee was reappointed or the date on which 
Mrs. Cunningham filed her complaint with EEOC. The 
Meeision of EEOC, which is judicially noticeable under 
section 705(a)(c}, shows that the male was reappointed 
mameadys 1966, and the complainant filed with EEOC 
Peptember 14, 1966 (Appendix p. 1, 2}. The Court below 
assumes that the complaint was filed as late as 

Meroper 7, 1966 (TR 21). In any event, there is no 
dispute that her complaint to EEOC was timely. 


M27 sappendix p. lL. 
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Control coordinator!" (TR 5-6). Thereafter, under 
peeeron 70O(2a) of Title VII, EEOC sought without 
success to conciliate and achieve voluntary complience 
fyeitton Industries (TR 6). 

Om June 7, 1967, EEOC formally notified Mrs. 
fumiinehnam of its inability to obtain voluntary conm- 
pliance and of her right to bring suit under section 
706(e) within 30 days (TR 6). 

@n July 6, 1967, within the 30-day period, Mrs. 
fponimenam filed this action alleging she had been 
discriminated against on account of her sex by Litton 
Industries in violation of Title VII of the Civil 
Raemes Act of 1964 (TR 21). 

On September 27, 1967, the District Court 
dismissed Mrs. Cunningham's complaint without leave 
to amend (TR 21). The Court held that the suit by 
Mrs. Cunningham was barred under section ya Clele) ene 
the Act because it was filed more than 180* days from 
the date of the claimed discrimination (TR 21-22). 
The Court assumed that the date of the claimed dis- 
crimination could have been October 7, NGGGN (teal) 

Notice of appeal to this court was filed on 


October 27, 1967 (TR 23-24). 


*The Court arrived at 180 day figure by adding 90 days — 
allowed for filing the charge with BEOG,, OOedays alloves 
for EFEOC's administration of the case pngieke Wale SO ess 


notice period. 


or ECLEPICATION OF ERROR 


fies District Court erroneously held that a 
Bervate suit under section OG Cee 11 Com vias 
Mya) Rights Act of 1964 [42 U.S.C. 2000e-5(e)]}, 
Mebed within 30 days after notice by the Equal 
“Employment Opportunity Commission of its inability 
B> Obtain voluntary compliance, but more than ''180 
Beys trom the date of the claimed act of discrimina- 


Mion’ was barred by section 706(e). 


ARGUMENT 


fee suit under /06(e) is not barred where a complaint 
has been Breperly filed within 90 days with EEOC and such 
suit was filed within 30 days after notification by EEOC 
Mets tailure to conciliate. 
Seeeene Statutory Scheme. 

Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 established 
Beprivate cause of action to redress employment discrinina- 
Bons. lt also set up an administrative mechanism whereby 
the EEOC would have, the Sei omtari ee conciliate and 
Betain voluntary compliance prior to the filing of private 
mitigation. 

Peetion 706(Ca), (Cd), and Ce) of the Act establish 
the mechanics of implementing the policies of the private 


Baght of action, 3/ and the administrative efforts for 


Ponciliation. 


a the pertinent provisions of the_statute are: 
(a) Whenever it is charged in writing under 
Gath by a person claiming to be aggrieved, or 
A written charge has been filed by a member 
Ccontinued on next page) 


So 


Pimger.the Act, the private litigant must afford 
the Equal Employment Opportunity Comnission the chance 
Moeconciliate and obtain voluntary compliance. The 
Mectim O: the alleged discrimination or potential 
Metigant, must: 

a. File a written charge with the Equal 

Enployment Opportunity Comaission 
within 90 days of the alleged unlawful 


employment practice. 
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B/ (continued from preceding page) 


of the Commission where he has reasonable 
@-wee to believe a violation of this title 

has occurred (and such charge sets forth the 
meets Upon which it is based) that an employer, 
employment agency, or labor organization has 
engaged in an unlawful employment practice, 

the Commission shall furnish such employer, 
employment agency, or labor organization 
iereinatter referred to as the ‘respondent') 
Peet aA Copy of such charge and shall make an 
investigation of such charge, provided that 
such charge shall not be made public by the 
Genearssion. If the Commission shall determine , 
after such investigation, that there is reason- 
able cause to believe that the charge is true, 
the Conmission shall endeavor to eliminate 

any such alleged unlawful employment practice 
by informal methods of conference, concilia- 
mion, and persuasion.... 


kK RK 
(d) A charge under subsection (a) shall be 


filed within ninety days after the aileged 
unlawful employment practice occurred, 


eee 


fee le suit within 30 days after notifi- 
cation by the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission of its failure to conciliate 


: 4 
the dispute. ee 


| 

) 
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a. 

: (continued from preceding page) 

eee tt within thirty days after a 

charge is filed with the Commission 
Geeethan thirty days after expira- 
Eon OL any period of reference under 
Subsection (c) (except that in either 
case such period may be extended to 
not more than sixty days upon a deter- 
mination by the Commission that further 
efforts to secure voluntary compliance 
are warranted), the Commission has been 
Unable to obtain voluntary compliance 
eeeiecnis title, the Commission shali so 
notify the person aggrieved and a civil 
action may, within thirty days there- 
feeer, be brought against the 
respondent named in the charge (1) by 
the person claiming to be aggrieved, 
Oye) it such charge was filed by 
amember of the Comaission, by any 
person whom the charge alleges was 
aggrieved by the alleged unlawful ; 
employment practice. 


B/ This procedure relates only to situations where 

the Commission has found reasonable cause that a 
Bolation Of Title VI{f exists. We are not concerned with 
Mae litigants’ right to sue andthe time limitations for 
Sringing suit if the Commission finds that no reasonable 
Pause exists that there is a violation. 


eee 


EEOC under this statutory scheme is directed 
to investigate the charge to ascertain whether there 
Mmeereasonable cause to believe that the charge is true 
@@eeit so, to endeavor to eliminate the unlawful 
maenoyment practice by conciliation, and if unsuccessful, 
Memiocrty the victim of its failure to conciliate the 
Beeopuce. Ihe statute places an obligation on the 
Bommission to accomplish this within 30 days, or within 
BO days if it extends the time. 
B. Policy and Legislative History. 
amour view, the District Court's decision was 
mased on an erroneous construction 7 of section 706(e). 
What the District Court did was to add up each 
Meecie time limitations of section 706(d)Ce) (90 days 
mor filing the complaint with the EEOC, 60 days for finding 
reasonable cause and conciliation, and 30 days for filing 


mie eana ruled that under the statute suit must be filed 


Srthanm 160 days of the alleged unlawful employment practice. 


ne ee a ar OO en pa 


ms imelied in this premise, in our view, is the additional 
erroneous assumption that the statute imposes a mandatory 
ebligation on the Commission to accomplish its function 
Witien a maximum of 60 days. 


TO adopt the District Court's construction of 
the time limitations of section 706(e) would place a 
litigant in the anomalous position of being penalized 
for a delay for which EEOC is solely responsible and 
Meeeewnich he has no control. Ward v. Firestone 
Mere and Rubber Co., 260 F. Supp. 579, 580 (W.D. Tenn. 
1966). Indeed, under this construction of section 
mote), Mrs. Cunningham, on the facts of this case, 
Meaid be barred from suit -at the very time EOC first 
mound reasonable cause to believe that her complaint 
was true, 6/ a clearly untenable result. 

Buch a construction, we contend, runs contrary to 
the intent of Congress. This intent is evidenced in the 
Dirksen-Mansfield compromise in the Senate which left 
@ourt enzorcement of violations of Title VII Cother 
than pattern and practice violations) to private actions 
Beousht by the aggrieved individuals. The bill ,which 


Mei tially passed the House authorized EEOC to bring a civil 


Mec oreewhiether one views the action of discrimination 
f= occurring in July or October, 1966, the Commission's 
fencing of reasonable cause on March 30, 1967, occurred 
more than 180 days after such act of discrimination. 


it to stop any unlawful employment practice if efforts 
voluntary compliance failed. It seems clear that this 
ange indicates a legislative preference for a division of 
sponsibility in the mechanism for enforcing Title VII, 

th EEOC responsible for conciliation and the aggrieved 

rty responsible for court enforcement. To allow problems 
thin the statutory province of EEOC over which the Liti- 

Weewas given no responsibility by Congress to govern his 
@meeor suit, would run contrary to the intent of Congress./ 

Moreover, the decision of the District Court would 

Meee further effect of thwarting the intent of Congress 
providing a threshold scheme of attempting to solve dis- 

Meemation disputes through conciliation. For to require 

ae suit must be filed within 180 days after the alleged 

Meer discrimination without regard to the status of EEOC's 

Forts would, as we see it, diminish the possibility of 

wWpliance through private informal conference and concili- 

Wen. Such a rule is particularly troublesome in view of 

2 already burdensome e2se Load of HEOG] Wamtenn mney mba piay 

@eresulted in an inability to complete the conciliation 

Sess Within 60 days in every case, Evenson v. Northwest 

Mees, 268 F.Supp. 29 (E.D. Va. 1967). The Commission 

S well aware of this problem when it amended its regulations 


read: 


See colloauy between Senator Douglas and Senator Pastore, 
Mb@econe. Rec. 13695, June 17, 1964. 


Ean eee 


etre 


a 


(a) The time for processing all 
cases is extended to 60 days except 
insofar as proceedings may be 
earlier terminated pursuant to 
§1601.]9. 

Cb) Notwithstanding the pro- 
haovens of paragraph €a) of thas 
Boection, the Commission shall 

moe Issue a notice pursuant to 
$1601.25 prior to a determination 
under §1601.19 or, where reasonable 
cause has been found, prior to 

S forts at conciliation with 
Respondent, except that tire 
charging party or the respondent 8/ 
may upon the expiration of 60 

days after the filing of the 

charge or at any time thereafter, 
demand in writing that such notice 
@esue, and the Comission shall 
Meotptiy issue Such notice to all: 
parties. 2 


The regulation / clearly evidences an intent to 
fulfill the statutory scheme outlined above by allowing 
Bonci lation attempts to continue as lone as they may 
appear fruitful while givine either party the power to 
Prectprtate the final Commission action necessary as a 
Becre@mrcite for suit. Thus, final control ever the 
Pistitietion of a suit is left to the private parties and 


not to the Commission, as was the intent of Congress. 


- 
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8/ It should be noted that Litton Industries at no time 
demanded that such notice be issued. 


See eR. $1601.25a (Jan. 1, 1962. 


10/ See Also the Digest of EEOC Legal Interpertations, BNA 
eeerO20CG (March 30, 1967). 
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G6. Gases: 

ieee cection /06 cases 

Federal courts have unanimously recognized that a 
penvate party fulfills the prerequisites imposed toon him 
Dyethe statutory scheme when he files his charge with EEOC 
wethin 9O days of the alleged unlawful practice and files 
Mee sult Within 30 days after notification by EEOC of its 
melure to conciliate. Anthony v. Brooks, 12 RRLR 1419, 
Meer o> EREM 3074 (N.D. Ga. 1967); Quarles v. Phillip 
Merits, 27) F.Supp. 842 CE.D. Va. 1967); Evenson v. North- 
Meee ariames, 268 F. Supp. 29 (E.D. Va. 1967); Bowe v. 
Meeeate-Palmolive Company, 272 F. Supp. 332 (S.D. Ind. 
1967); Moody v. Albemarle Paper Company, 271 F. Supp. 27 
ELD. N.C, 1967); Stebbins v. Nationwide Mutual Insurance 
Meany, 3262 F.2d 267 (C.A. 4, 1967). C£. Choate v. Cater- 
Mme Irector Co., 274 F. Supp. 776 (S.D. Ill. 1967). ‘These 
Meets have further recognized that in order to cerry out the 
Jual enforcement system intended by Congress, the time Limi- 
Fations placed vpon EEOC must be viewed as directory rather 
mean mandatory, at least insofar as it would affect a private 
Meecy'sS right to sue. 

iuetioucy v. Crown Zellerbach Corporation, et al, 2/1 
Misupp. 258, 261 (E.D. La. 1967}, the plaintiff filed his 
Somplaint with EEOC within the ninety-day period of limi- 
Mieion, but the notification from EEOC of determination 


Mmemconciliation did not issue until more than 


G3 2 


five months after the charge was filed. 


Pian sued 


within thirty days thereafter and defendants moved to 


@esmiss on the ground that the suit was barred by the 


time provisions of section 706(e), thus presenting 


precisely the same question decided by the Court below 


Meecne present case. The District Court held in Mondy: 


Wie di teteculty with the deftendancs' 


argument is that it places any person 
an 
[moessible position. If such a party 


Pieting to sue under Title VII 


in 


tried t Bem Sus within ene at ninety Cae 


Searutory ne notice, “he 6 would be be. ret. 
mien the obje sction. hee ne Wes § suing 
.__§2000e-5(e) 
Says_t Ede he may ae ae a action 
after being notified by the Gommissicn 

Ge its - Failure to. to obtain voluntary 


prematurely, since 42 U. 


complian amee . L Ciplineis: added). 


See Also Dent v. St:. Louis-San Francisco Railway Company, 


meer. oupp. 56, 58 (N.D. Ala. 1967); 


Mickel v. South 


Carolina State Employment Service, 3) Tee dee oI mGGee 


me67), Ll/ 


at ct eg atm at eee a eh a a te ee 


/ Migemeistrict Court's reliance on Hall v. 


cap _ 


Bag | Corporation, 25 Fs Supima ley 


Werthan 


Tenn. 


1966), 


Is “misplaced. There the Court simply held that an 
[mieewvenor whe had not pursued his administrative 
remedies under section 706(c) was not entitled to 
meet im the form of back pay or reinstatement. 


Meemyssue before this Court is inapposite to the one 


Boeeesented in Hall. 


uy 
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2, Statute of limitations cases in general 

fees well settled that a litigant's time for 
instituting an action, when the right to sue is 
contingent upon notice from a Federal agency, does 
@eeebesihn to run while the litigant awaits such 
Meerercation. In Crown Coat Front Co. v. United 
Mees, 296 U.S. 503, 514 (1967), the Supreme Court 
@eatea im relation to a dispute under the Wunderlich 
meee 25 U.S.C. 1346, and the applicable statute of 
@emerations, 28 U.S.C. 2401(a), that: 


To hold that the six~year time 
period runs from the completion of 
mee contract, as the Government in- 
sists, would have unfortunate impact. 
Mace contractor is compelled to resort 
to administrative proceedings which 
may be protracted and which may last 
not only beyond the completion of the 
Gentract but continue for more than 
Sexe years thereafter. If the time 
ber starts running from the comple- 
fmem date, the contractor could thus 
be barred from the courts by the 
meme his administrative appeal is 
memaliy decided. This would be true 
whether he wins or loses before the 
Moard Of appeals. Even if he pre- 
vailed there and was granted the 
equitable adjustment he sought, the 
Government would be immune from suit 
to enforce the award if more than 

ieeevears had passed since the con- 
Mmition of the contract. This is not 
Peeappealing result, nor, im our view, 
one that Congress intended. 


ree! 


@eorthern Metal Co. v. United States, 350 F.2d 833, 
meee mcc.A. 3, 1965), which held that a statute of 
Oeetations was tolled with respect to an action under 

ne Suits in Admiralty Act during the pendency of required 
dministrative action before contracting officers and the 
med Service Board of Contract Appeals. See also United 
Meeractors v. United States, 368 F.2d 585, 593-594 (Ct. 
Meee 2966); Nager Electric Company, Inc. v._United States, 


Meeilampenfabrieken v. A.E.C., 316 F.2d 401, 406 (D.C. 


mee l965). Cf. Steel Improvement & Forge Co. v. United 
Mees, 355 £.2d 627, 630-631 (Ct. of Cl. 1966). 

Moreover, ovr construction of the time Limitations 
@etained in section 706(e) will not subject. emplovers to 
Re burden of having to defend stale claims after records 
ave been destroyed SSO Gmincase a’ memories have dimmed. 
Ader the Commission's regulations [29 C.F.R. LOU lesa. 
mm 1, 1967, supra], either party mav demand that a notice 
M@eradlure to conciliate be issued at any time after 60 days 
ave elapsed from the date the charge was filed with the 
ommission. Hence, cach party has the option of permitting 
he conciliation efforts to continue or, alternatively, of 
Peoiring the statutory notice to issue, thereby insuring 
hat any Litigation will be begun within 30 days. 

The facts of the present case show that Litton has 


Ot been pre juiced by the fact that vlaintiff's suit was 


=~ Le <= 


@eumetituted within the 180-day period the District Court 
@eeoeto be the period of limitations. The March 10, 1967, 
@ision of EEOC?’ indicates that service of the charge on 
meee occurred on October 4, 1966. Thereafter, the company 
a@epaware that Mrs. Cunningham was actively pursuing her 
itle VII remedy and it had an opportunity to prepare any 
Weeeeit desired to use to rebut the charge. See Burnett v. 
ew york Central. Railroad Co., 380 U.S. 424 (1965). 
weoummary 
Ligh summary , our view of the statute is supported by: 

l) the statutory language and the enforcement scheme con- 
gamed therein; (2) the underlying policy and legislative 
Meeory Of Title ViI; (3) EEOG's own regulations implementing 
Sepion /O6Ce)}; (4) the unanimous authority of the cases 
Meee that notification by ENMOC of its inability t obtain 
Memotary compliance is a prerequisite to suit and that the 
ime limitations placed upon EEOC are directory rather than 
Meecory; and (5) the general law relating to statutes of 


Seetation as applied to the facts of this case. 


Mee ppendix, p. 1. 


CONCLUSION 


for the foregoing reasons it is respectfully 


Merea that the order of the District Court should 
be reversed and remanded to the District Court for a 


rial on the merits. 
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DEGISION 


er ie te 


SUMMARY OF CHARGE 

Mae Charging Party alleges discrimination on the bsesis 

®. ner sex in that the Respondent Company promoted two 

men, successively, to jobs as Publications Quality 

Control Coordinators when she should have been promoted 

me this job classification on the basis of her experience 
With the Respondent Company and her superior qualifications. 


SUMMARY OF INVESTIGATION 
The Respondent is one of four Guidance and Control Systens 
Divisions of Litton Industries and is engaged in the develop- 
ment and manufacture of inertial guidance systems. Litton 
Industries is a heavy Government contractor and employs 

Mver 6000 persons at the Respondent facility. 


Me Charsine Party is a high school graduate whose work 
Bestory prior to employment with the “Respondent eensicted 
Me: three and one half years experience as a Stenographer 
and five years experience as a Layout est and Publica- 
tions Technician. Her duties consisted of technical typing, 


Mary F. Cunningham Case No. 6-12-9113 
LA 6-9- 


Wayout, editing, proofreading, and stripping and 

opaquing negatives. She obtained employment with the 
Respondent in October 1961 as a Publications Production 
Meennical Coordinator at a salary of $110 per week. 

Meout a year later, she was transferred from the Techni- 
eal Publications Production Group, where her performance 
was evaluated a "superior", to the Publreations ouality 
@entrol Group at a salary of $125.60 per week. About a 
half year later -- in May 1963 -- she was promoted to 

ier present position as a Publications Quality Control 
Specialist at a salary of $130.40 per week. In this 
G@apacity, she has been rated "exceptionally competent” 
and has been receiving bi-annual salary increases. Thus, 
men openinzs occurred for the position of Publications 
Gm@ality Control Coordinator, the Charging Party felt that 
Sye was more qualified to fill one of these positions 
than either a male Technical Writer who was appointed to 
ge position in May 1965, or a male Technical Writer who 
Mes appointed to the position on October 1966. (The 
Wechnical Writer who was appointed on October of 1966 was 
Metially promoted to the position in April 1966 and when 
Mee Charging Party filed a grievance that same Mone, tee 
Respondent rescinded his promotion. im July £965, he 
Mes placed in the position of Quali Lty “Contror Coordinator 
and the Respondent delayed making the paperwork effective 
Mei) October 3, 1966.) 


Mie male who was appointed to the position of Publications 
Quality Control Coordinator in May 1965 had approximately 
mo and one half years training in Engineering on the 

junior college and university level, a course im Electrowes 
mr tue Navy, and a course in Technical Writings,’ nad worked 
Mea Technical Writer approximately a year pric to bein 
employed in this same capacity by the Respondent in June 
M/o4 at a salary of $175 per week. He was promoted to the 
Metron of P. 0. C. C. less than a year later at a salary 
@ $192.80. 


The male wno was appointed to the position ci e280. GC. G, 
in October 1966 had a junior college degree in Business 
Paninistration, approxinately three and one half years 
@xperience in technical writing, coordinating and quality 
Mentro} prior to his employment by the Resnondent as a 
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Technical Writer in November 1961. He received regular 
bi-annual increases and was earning $181 at the time of 
his promotion to Publications Quality Control Coordinator 
Mera salary of $187. Although he, as a Technical Writer, 
Was a higher salaried person than the Charging Party, 

as a Publications Quality Control Specialist, she had 
reviewed his work as recently as March 1966. 


Mecording to job descriptions for Publications Quality 
Gontrol Coordinator submitted by three Managers in 
Technical Publications Division 02-514, the ability to 
M@ercorm as a Publications Quality Control DpCeme Sie emdits 
Memeesential qualification for the job as Coordinator. 
But in none of the three submitted job descriptions is 
Mecval @xperience as a Technical Writer indicated as 
Maeessential qualification for the Coordinator job. 


Waren the Charging Party issued a written complaint on 
Meri-66 to the Respondent's Industrial Relations Depart- 
[Meme in regard to the pending promotion of one of the 
Male Technical Writers the Resnondent failed to properly 
Mandle her grievance and caused excessive delay. In 
Spite of the recommendation by the Employees Relations 
Bee alist ee the Industrial Relations Division that the 

feresing Party be promoted to the job in contention, this 
es ecdation was not followed. 


By promoting the male Technical Writer in July 1966 and 
delaying until October the paperwork making the promotion 
Meticial, the Resoondent provided him with on-the- job 
Meaining in this position, which was not granted to the 
Charging Party. 


DECISION 


Beasonable cause exists to believe that the Respondent 
Violated Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 by 
Giscriminating against the Charging Party because On wner 
Mex, by failing to promote her to the job of } Publications 
Quality Soncro) Coordinator. 


For the Comuission 
[seal Affixed] 


March 30, 1967 (Siened be Marie D. Nilsee 


Date | ; farie D, Wilson 
Secectau, 


CEATIPICATE OF StRVvice 


I hereby certify that three copies of the fore- 
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attorneys for the appellants and the appellees as follows: 
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Loeb and Loeb 

fan VY. Friedman, Esq. 
Attorneys at Law 
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624 South Grand Avenue 
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SlLaif, Mask & Rudman 

Edward Mast, Esa. 

6290 Sunset Boulevard 
Hollywood, California 90028 


Attorneys for Appellees 


Walliam A, Masterson, Esq. 

Edward L., Clabaugh, Esq. 

Ralnh M, Braunstein, Esq. Fe 
Attorneys at Lavy 

9370 Santa Monica Boulevard 
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Dated: March 7, 1958 ae. 
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ALVIN HERSHEN 
Attorney 
Department of Justice 


